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remarkably flat (still more so than that of Cuthbert above) that a cast was made of the whole bone before its re-internment. 2. The ossa temporalia and portions of the bones of the basis of the scull. 3. The lower jaw, apparently that of a man advanced in years, who had lost the greater part of his teeth at an early age. The cavities from which the teeth had fallen had disappeared in the bone, so that a considerable portion of time must have intervened between that period and the death of the individual to whom the jaw had belonged. 4. A portion of the malar bones. 5. The heads of both the humeri. 6. The radius and ulna of one fore-arm.
7.
The os humeri of the other. 8. A portion of the sternum. 9. The thigh bones.
10.
Eight bones of the tarsi of the feet. The above bones were found, as we have already stated, stretched along a space of nearly six feet in length, and that the grave had contained no other human remains was proved by very careful excavation. 3 
II. The casts
This published record refers to Raine's commissioning of a single cast of the 'palvarium'
(recte calvarium), that is, the upper part of the skull cavity including the brow. Other elements of the skull (no. 2-4 in Raine's list) were reinterred with the limb bones (no. [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] without a cast or other record being made of them. Derivative accounts, such as those published in 1834 and 1860, also refer to 'a' or 'the' cast, in the singular. 4 But Raine's autograph draft report of the excavations shows that, in fact, three casts of the calvarium were subsequently taken from a master mould: Of these three casts, one is readily traceable through part of its following history. The
Accessions Register of the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle shows that the Revd James
Raine presented a cast of the skull to the Society on 7 February 1859. 6 It presumably reached the Antiquaries as a consequence of the death of Dr James Raine the elder in 1858,
for the timing of the gift significantly coincides with the month in which his library at Crook
Hall was sold. 7 After its donation, however, there is no subsequent trace of the cast's fate; it was certainly not listed amongst the Society's holdings when they were transferred to the new museum at Newcastle University in 1962.
With the loss of the Newcastle cast, a review of 'Bede's bones' in 2001 concluded that 'there is now no visible trace of Bede's body or his relics'. 8 However, one of the other two casts made for Raine in 1831 has recently emerged from the Duckworth Laboratory collection in the Leverhulme Centre for Human Evolutionary Studies at the University of Cambridge.
III. The Duckworth cast
The Duckworth cast of Bede's skull survives as part of a collection of crania that was made The 'reputed calvarium of the Venerable Bede' is no. 4 in Thurnam's collection of plaster casts, and his catalogue notes that it had been 'presented by the late Rev. James Raine'. 10 The Duckworth cast is readily identifiable; the back of the cast is truncated and the letters 'V. Beda' inscribed on the flat surface (see fig 3) . <Fig. 3> It consists of the upper part of the cranium only, comprising all of the os frontale, both ossa parietalia, and the upper parts of the temporal bones at the side of the head as well as the upper part of the nasal bone. However, the quality of the cast is far from the technical standards required by modern science and, since it is also an incomplete record of the original skull (preserving only the shape of its upper part), areas crucial for osteological evaluation of sex -such as the nuchal crest and mastoid processes -are missing. Skulls often exhibit a mosaic of male and female features and, even when complete, are considered only about 85% reliable as an estimation of sex. 15 The sloping forehead and rather pronounced temporal lines of this specimen are male features, although it lacks a prominent glabella region. Age also has a significant effect on the morphology of the adult human skeleton including the skull, especially if teeth have been lost, making older male skulls often appear more female than younger male skulls. 16 Raine had noted that the Durham skeleton had lost many teeth in life, and this feature, especially if it had occurred in an older individual, could account for some slightly more ambiguous 'feminine' elements of this cast. However, the Duckworth cast clearly corresponds to Raine's description and shows the anatomical features that he considered unusual and worthy of three-dimensional record. He had described the condition of the original cranium as 'tolerably perfect', and noted that the frontal bone was Cuthbert's skull in 1899, Selby Plummer concluded that Raine's illustration had exaggerated these features, including 'the slightly low retreating forehead', and that it was little more than 'a caricature of the actual skull' (see fig 7) . 18 24 His discussion of the recovery of bones and artefacts, and the conclusions that he draws from his observations of both, are much more prosaic than those of his co-author, Joseph Barnard Davis, whose poetic glosses on the probable character traits of the people whose skulls he was examining undermine his data collection and efforts at scientific objectivity. 25 Both men were primarily interested in the peoples that they regarded as the 'aboriginals' of the British Isles, and most of the book is devoted to analysis of 'ancient Britons', rather than to 'invading' Romans, Anglo-Saxons or Scandinavians. 26 Although acknowledging Weber's 1830 thesis that a greater diversity of cranial types existed within a population than between populations, the authors of Crania Britannica argued nevertheless that a preponderance of characteristics could be attributed to, and be used to identify, individuals belonging to a particular cultural group, whose members were linked by shared biology or 'race'. Davis argued that 'individual skulls may occur in these races which deviate from the rule in some particulars; rarely do they deviate in such an association of peculiarities as to carry them over strictly into the form of a different race'. 27 To this end, Davis and Thurnam published illustrated accounts of selected skulls from known archaeological sites, with the measurement data of each one, alongside an account of the artefacts and context of each burial and an exquisite lithograph engraving of each specimen. 28 They drew conclusions about the chronological, biological and cultural origin of each example, and commented on the extent of agreement with or deviation from the skull type that they considered typical of that 'race', based on measurements of many more examples. Their published analysis was restricted primarily to the skulls of men (54 of the 57 examples were taken from skeletons presumed to have been male); Davis argued that the skulls of women tended not to exhibit the hereditary features that were considered peculiar to a particular population. 29 Their analyses also made inferences about the physical and intellectual capacity of the individuals whose skulls lay before the reader, although
Thurnam's comments in this regard were considerably more restrained and far less inclined to the poetic fancies of 'JBD'.
Thurnam contributed descriptions and analysis of three of the eleven Anglo-Saxon skulls presented in Crania Britannica, deriving from cemeteries in West Harnham, Wilts., Brighthampton, Oxon., and Fairford, Glo. 30 These are important for understanding
Thurnam's comments on the cast of the skull from Bede's tomb. In all three cases, he considered that the frontal region was 'somewhat narrow'. Of the skull from West Harnham (see fig 8) <Fig. 8>, which he considered to have been that of a male of about twenty-five years, he said that, 'the forehead is poorly developed, being narrow and but moderately elevated'. Comparing it with others from the site, he concluded that, On the whole, the examination of the skulls from the Harnham cemetery warrants only the conclusion of a somewhat low grade of intellectual endowment and mental cultivation; and would lead us to assign these graves to the lower rather than the upper ranks of West Saxon settlers, the, perhaps degenerate, successors of the conquerors of this district.
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Of the skull from Fairford, which he considered had belonged to a pagan Mercian, he observed that, 'The frontal region, somewhat narrow, rises with a uniform though receding sweep and moderate elevation to the coronal suture'. He argued here that, 'the general form of this skull is such as pertains rather to the Anglo-Saxon than the ancient British type'. But he thought that the characteristics of the face -the brows, jaws and teeth -that is, 'the parts which constitute the general physiognomy, are such as belong to the aboriginal Celtic population'. He concluded that the skull must have been 'the cranium of a Mercian of mixed blood; on the paternal side of Angle, and on the maternal of British descent'. Here, Thurnam concurred with contemporary theory that, in cases of intermarriage between 'races', the mother provided the characteristics of the face and 'nutritive organs' and the father the structure of the head and the locomotive powers (that is, 'brain, nerves, organs of sense, and skin and likewise the bones and muscles more particularly of the limbs'). 32 To Thurnam, therefore, observed variations from the norm reflected gender and social hierarchy as much as 'race'. 33 Thurnam's observations on the shape of the frontal regions of these three specimens,
and their contribution to his conclusions about the cranial capacity of the 'Anglo-Saxon race' as a whole, were prefigured by Davis' more overt racial stereotyping, where the shape of the frontal region was especially important. Davis 
IV The Bedan identity of the bones
The discovery of the Duckworth cast revives a long-standing dispute: did Raine excavate genuine parts of Bede's skeleton? Raine himself claimed 'no inclination to enquire', noting that 'Bede's bones . . . were widely dispersed -much, we dare say to the profit of the man who is reported to have stolen them from their first resting-place at Jarrow'. 36 Thurnam, as we have seen, was far more sceptical. The answer is best considered in four stages of reverse chronology.
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IV.1 From 1832 to the Reformation destruction of the Bedan shrine
There seems no reason to question the fact that Raine excavated a coffined burial which had lain undisturbed since the Reformation destruction of Bede's shrine in November 1542 -an act for which the relevant payments survive in the cathedral's accounts: The evidence thus points to Raine's skeletal remains being those which were removed from the shrine in the Galilee chapel at the time of the Reformation.
IV. 2. From the Reformation destruction to the 1104 translation of St Cuthbert's shrine.
The bones which were re-buried in November 1542 can reasonably be identified with those described 
IV.3. The Bedan identity of Symeon's bagged bones
Symeon explained the presence of Bede's bones in the Cuthbert coffin as the work of No one should look for any portion of his relics outside the shelter of this coffin'. Having said this he instructed those close to him to keep silent about it, lest the outsiders who were at that time living in the church, should contrive some mischief, for their chief aim was to carry off relics of the saints, and above all those of Bede, if they could. For this reason when he enshrined the bones of the saints with the body of St Cuthbert (as was described above), he took care to do this very secretly. His account of Bede agrees also with that poem in the English language which, when it speaks of the condition of this church and the relics of saints which are contained in it, mentions the relics of Bede there with those of other saints. It is known for certain that it was his bones which were found many years later enshrined with the incorrupt body of the father Cuthbert, where they had been kept separate from the other relics by being contained in a linen bag'. 56 Elfred was sacristan and custodian of the Cuthbert shrine and therefore had access to the reliquary; a late twelfth-century source indeed describes him as clipping the saint's nails and beard. 57 He was also assiduous in collecting together in Durham the relics of early if the bones ever were actually translated from Jarrow, then they arrived in the period c. back on Symeon's story of Elfred. This however, as we have noted, has not found widespread acceptance among historians, despite the fact that Symeon's information came from Elfred's contemporaries, notably a monk called Gamel. 66 But many of the claimed peculiarities in Symeon's account are now more readily explicable than once they seemed.
Thus Kendall objected to the clandestine nature of Elfred's theft on the grounds that the monastic house at Jarrow had collapsed in the later ninth century, and that there would therefore be no local opposition to the open removal of relics. 67 Yet this ignored the fact that there is sculptural evidence for continuity of Christian activity on the site, a continuity which has been more recently confirmed by archaeological discoveries. 68 Moreover, Elfred and his companions (sociis) were described by Symeon as being regular worshippers at Jarrow on occupied the see between 1041 and 1071 and who both had strong links to Peterborough. 69 The Congregatio had good reason to suppress news of its acquisition.
Awkward as some aspects of the story of Elfred may now appear, it can probably be accepted as true. The removal of Bede's bones from Jarrow would also explain, as Cramp has emphasised, why Symeon notes that it was a Jarrow porticus and not his tomb which 'provides the faithful with a memorial to his [Bede's] name which they should revere'
(uenerandam fidelibus nominis eius ibidem prestat memoriam).
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Exactly how Symeon and his colleagues were able to identify the bagged bones discovered in 1104 as the Bedan relics purloined by Elfred might seem an unanswerable question. But, as noted above, they could have carried some form of authenticum. There is however another reason which could have contributed to his certainty. If we examine the mid twelfth-century Durham relic list, it includes a number of items which came from Cuthbert's coffin, including bones of Balthere and Billfrith, AEbbe and AEthelgitha which Symeon listed as being among Elfred's acquisitions. 71 But these relics, like almost all of the other corporeal remains in the twelfth-century record, are listed as 'bones' (ossa). The term corpus (body) is only applied to the relics of Cuthbert, Boisil and Bede and thus implies the survival of significantly large remains. Since we know that Boisil's bones, after their removal from Melrose by Elfred, were separately enshrined in Durham's Anglo-Saxon cathedral, the only contents of the reliquary coffin which would merit the description of corpus were the relics of Cuthbert and Bede. 72 If we place this information alongside Elfred's claim that no portion of Bede's relics remained outside the Cuthbert reliquary coffin then it follows that Bede's relics must have formed a substantial contribution to the coffin's contents, recognisably distinct from the other smaller corporeal fragments which had accumulated over the centuries alongside Cuthbert.
On balance therefore, the elusive evidence points to the authenticity of the Durham tradition of Elfred's theft and the Jarrow derivation of the bones found in lineo saccello.
IV.4 From Elfred to Bede's death
The final part of the history takes us back to Bede's death on Ascension Eve of 735 and his assumed burial at Jarrow. As has been discussed elsewhere, it is clear that Cuthbert, Bede's own pupil and abbot of Wearmouth-Jarrow in the second half of the eighth century, was actively engaged in promoting Bede's cult. His description of his master's death and the promise of a fuller Vita, would have provided crucial components of that cult. 73 And that it had some limited success is indicated by a letter of 764 from Cuthbert to Lul, Archbishop of Maiz, thanking him for his gift of pure silk for the relics of Bede. Though the cult may have temporarily failed to gain widespread acceptance -'temporarily' because it was to be revived in the tenth and eleventh centuries in southern England -belief in its continued existence at Jarrow is recorded in one list of saints' resting places preserved by the twelfth-century chronicler Hugh Candidus of Peterborough. 78 Writing in or soon after 1155, he cites the resting place of sanctus Beda presbyter under Girum (Jarrow). His lists seem to have been compiled in the late eleventh century and partly
Girum entered the train of transmission which resulted in its appearance in Hugh's text, it is valuable additional evidence for awareness of a Bedan cult centre at Anglo-Saxon Jarrow to be set alongside Elfred's recognition of Bede's anniversary.
In summary, despite the general lack of ninth-and tenth-century documentation, which is common to all Northumbria, there is no real reason to doubt that the location of Bede's bones, whether translated or not, was known in Jarrow from the date of his death through to the period of Elfred's appearance and theft. What is also clear from the evidence we have reviewed is that the cast made by Raine was taken from a skull which, from at least the early twelfth century, was regarded as that of Bede. Acceptance of the main lines of Elfred's narrative would allow us to take that identification back to his eighth-century burial.
On balance we regard the line of evidence as plausible; the Duckworth cast could have been taken from the skull of the Venerable Bede. The Cathedral's label dates the object to the sixteenth century; we are grateful to John Cherry, FSA for his view that the object can be assigned to the late fifteenth or early sixteenth centuries. It therefore has no early medieval association with Bede or his relics; as a non-episcopal cleric Bede would not, in any case, have worn a ring. Consequently it must have been placed in the grave during the re-burial after the 1542 destruction of the shrine recorded in the Durham accounts. 82 Whether it had been found among recent shrine offerings during the 1542 works, or was newly introduced as a final tribute, remains an insoluble problem. 83 However, when set alongside the respectful manner in which the fragmentary skeletal remains had been laid out full length in anatomical order within the coffin, the ring's presence does point to a continued veneration of the Jarrow scholar even at the moment of his shrine's destruction.
Raine's account suggested that the ring had been placed in the position which would have been occupied by the hand in an act of blessing; given the seeming absence of any finger bones this appears an unlikely interpretation. He also records that the ring was 'lined internally with one or two folds of thick woollen cloth, as if to fit it to its situation'. 84 
